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ANS~ERS TO ENEORCE~NT BUREAU'S REQUEST FOR ADMISSION'OF FACTS 

AND GEMJINElvESS OF DOCUMENTS TO KURTIS J. KINTZEL 

The party, by his undersigned counsel, hereby answers the Request for Admissions and 

Genuineness of Documents propounded by the Enforcement Bureau as follows: I 

a. The information supplied in these Answers is true to the best of the party's 
I 

knowledge, idomation, and beliec 
I 

b. The word usage and sentence structure may be those of the attorney who in fact I 

prepared these Answers and does not purport to be that of the executing party; and 

c. Discovery is not complete; the party reserves the right to supplement i ts  Answers 
I 

! 

if additional in6ormation comes to its attention. ! 

Answers 

I 

: 

I .  

, 
I 
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February 13,2004 (the “Consent Decree”) in. connection with a proceeding under EB Docket No. 

03-85.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would‘justiQ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

:2. ‘“rhe Companies are signatories to the Consent Decree.’’ I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ;justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

3. “YOU are BOI’s C b m  of the Board.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. HntzeI 

hdividually, dthoughthe Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

4. “You have been Chairman of the Board of BO1 during the period February 11, 

2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because direoted to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
I 

The queetion should be direqted to the corporation. 
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Answer: Objection; the question is imgraper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would:justi& 

piercing the corporate veiI under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

6. “You have been BOI‘s president during the period February 1 1,2004 through the 

present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 
I .  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

7. “You hold a 72 percent equity interest in BOI.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise w e  the question proper. 

The question should b,e directed to the corporation, 

8. “You have held a majority equity interest in BO1 during the period February 1 1, 

2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question,proger. 

The question should be directed to the corporation, 

9. “Keanan Kht2el is BOI’s SecretaqdTreasurer.” 
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piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

10. ‘‘Kernan KintZel has been BOI’s Secretary/Treasurer during the period February 

11 2004 through the present.?’ I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. JGhtzel 
1 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justirjr 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that wodd otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

11. “Keanan Kintzel is a director of BOI.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify 

piercing the corporate-veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

12. “Keanan Kintzel has been a director of BO1 dw&g the period February 1 l,, 2004 
c 

through the present.” 

Answer: Objection.; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kinkel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts fiat would justify 

piercing the corporate .veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

13, ‘‘Kernan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in BOI.” 
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Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kuctis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justifjl 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the que&on proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

14. “Keanan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in BO1 from February 1 1, 
I 

2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed td Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just* 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

i 15. “You we BUZZ’S Chairman of the Board.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. €&&el 

individually, allhough8the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

16. “You have been Chairman of the Board of Buzz Telecom fiom February 1 1 2004 

‘ through the present.” * 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

, individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

17. “You have been President of Buzz during th6 period February 1 1,2004 through 

the present.’’ 

5 ,  
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h ~ e r ;  objechn; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J, %,ntzel 
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
I 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
r 

I 

18. “You hold a 72 percent equity interest in BUZZ.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would$ustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queition proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

I 
I 19. “You have held a majority equity interest in Buzz from February 1 1,2004 

through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. K.i$zel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

20. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

“Keanan Kintzel is Buzz’s Secretary.” 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

21. “Keanan Kintzel has been Secretary of Buzz Telecom f’tom February 1 1,2004 

through the present.” 
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hswerr: Ob;ec&on; he quest:on& Lnproper because directed to KUrtis J. I(intzI 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would ofherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation, 

22, “Keauan Kintzel is a director of Buzz.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. &tzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

23. “Keanan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in BUZZ.” 

Answer: Objebtion; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel ’ 

I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would j u s w  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
, 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

24. “Kernan Kintzel has held a minority equity interest in Buzz from Februh 1 1, 

2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel , 

individually? altbough4he Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

25. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

“You are a director of Avatar.’’ 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 
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26. “YOU have been a director of Avatar during the period February 1 1,2004 through 
I 
I 

the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. J&tzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would!justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

27. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. K&tzel 

“You hold a 72 percent equity interest in Avatar.” 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would i u s t i ~  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

! 

! 
I 

28. “You have held a majority equity interest in Avatar from February 11; 2004 

through the present.” . .  

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 
1 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justiQ 

pierohg the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question prbper. 
I 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

29. “Keanau Kintzel is a director of Avatar.’’ ! 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. &he1 * 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not dege  any facts that would just@ 
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piercing the corporate neil under existiin5 law, or that would otherwise make the luesam proper, 
I 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

30. “Kernan Kintzel has been a director of Avatar during the period Febhary 11, 

2004 through the present.” 
I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kihtzel 
i 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would$ustifjr 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper, 

The question should ,be directed to the corporation. 
i 
I 

3 1. “Keaqan Kintzel holds a 26 percent equity interest in Avatar.” ! 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. @&el 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not aliege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
I 

I 

The question should be directed to the corporation. i 
! 

32. “Keanan Khtzel has held a minority equity interest in Avatar from Febkary 1 1, 

2004 through the present.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel ’ 

iudividually, allbough the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be dire,cted to the corporation. 

33. “You and Keanan Kintzel are brothers.” 
I 

Answer: Objection; the question is irrelevant. The Order to Show Cause does not allege 

any facts that would justiijr piercing the corporate veil under existing law,, or that would 

othemise make the question proper. 
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Answer: Objection; the question is hproper because directed to K&s J. l&tzel 

“Y OD are responsible €or overseeing. the &mcid management ofBO!.” 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not auege any facts that would.justifv i 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

I 

35. “You have been responsible for overseeing the fmancid managemen; of BO1 

during the period February 1 1 , 2004 through the present.” I 

I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to3btis J. Khtzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper, 

The question should be directed to the corporation, 

36. 

Answer: objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. &bel 

“Keman Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BOI.” 
! 

individuallyy although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jusm 

piercing the corporate veii under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

37. “Kernan k e l  has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of 
i 

I 
BO1 during the period February 11 , 2004 through November 2006.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would j u s w  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

10 
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38. ’ ‘Keanan f i t z e l  has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities o f .  
I 

BO1 during the period December 2006 thugh the pfesent. You are responsible for overseeing 

the financial management of Buzz.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

I The question should be directed to the corporation, 
I 

39. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper’because directed to Kurtis J. &he1 

“You are responsible for overseeing the financial management of Bdz.” 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would$ustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

40. “You have been responsible for overseeing the financial managementiof,Buzz 

during the period February 11,2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

-individuallyy although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

41. “You are responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance of BOT.” * 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. &tzel 

individually, albough the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just@ 

piercing the corporate veil mder existing law, or t.ht would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question.should be direoted to the corporation. 

11 
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42, “YOU have been responsible for overseeing the regulatory complianci of&x 
I 

during the period February 1 1,2004 through the present.” I 

Answer: Objectiotl; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just i f j  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

43. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. &tzel 

“You are responsible for oveiseeing the regulatory compliance of Bkz.” 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justZy 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

44. “You have been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliance: of Buzz 
I I 

during the period February 1 1,2004 through the present.’¶ 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. E&tzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege my facts ;that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I I 

45. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to K d s  J. Kintzel 

“Kernan Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzz.” 

I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 



tt 46. Kemm %.utzel has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day ac&vities of 

Buzz during the period February 11,2004 through November 2006.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. &kel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldljustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queition proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. i 
! 

47. ‘‘Keman Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of 

Buzz during the period December 2006 through the present.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kiptzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would$usm, 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

! 
48. “You had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzziduring the 

period February 11,2004 through November 2006.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justie 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

me question should be directed to the corporation. 

49. “You have had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz during 

the period December 2006 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

hdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justi@ , 
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50. “Attachment A is atrue and accurate copy ofthe Consent Decree.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Khtzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would&tifl 
: .  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

5 1. “The signature that appears on Attachment A on behalf of Business Options, Inc., 
I 

US. Bell, Inc./Link Technologies, Buzz Telecom Corporation and Avatar Enterprise& Inc. 

belongs to You.” 3 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kihrzel 
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the queition proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I .  

! 

I 

52. “You had authority to sign the document appearing in Attachment A on behalf of 

BOI, US Bell, Buzz and Avatar.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Ordet to Show Cause does not allege my facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question,proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

53. “You had autlaority to sign the docwent that appears Attachment A onbehalf 

ofthe Companies.” I .  

8, , 
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individually, although .the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quektion proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation, 

54. “Attachment B is a true and accurate copy of a letter, dated Decembek 20,2006 

from Trent B. Harkrader, Deputy Chief, Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement 

Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, to Kurtis J. Kmtzel, Business Optiods, Inc? 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel . 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justiq 
I 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

55. ,“BO1 received a copy of Attachment B on or about December 20,20d6.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. I&tzel , 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or *at would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

56. “Attachment C is a true and accurate copy of BOI’s response, dated January 17, 

2007, to the LO1 (Attachment B hereto), without attached documents.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. e k e 1  

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper.. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I ,  

. ,  
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* 57, “One or more oBcers of BO1 persondyprepared the document ddih 

appended hereto as Attachment C.” 

Answer! Objection: the quesdon is improper because directed to K A s  J. &tzel 
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would$ustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should. be directed to the corporation. 

58. “One or more officers of BO1 personally reviewed the document whiih is 

appended hereto as Attachment C for truthfidness, completeness, and correctness before it was 

filed with the Commission.” I 

i 
Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

iudividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would iusti@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. i 

59. “Attachment D is a m e  and accurate copy of the declaration of Kurtii Kintzel 
I 

dated February 9,2007.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Ki@zel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify, 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the oorporation. , 

60. “One or more officers of BO1 personally prepared the document which is 

appended hereto as Attachment D.” 

Answer: Objection; the question i s  improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the.0rder to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

i 16 
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piercing ihe corporate vel1 mder exkthg law, or that w0d4 otherwise make the question proper. 
I 
I The question should be directed to the corporation. ! 

61. “One or more officers of BO1 personally reviewed the document which is 

appended hereto as Attachment D for truthfblneess, completeness, and correctness before it was 

filed with the Commission.” 
. I  

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. 3Sintzel 
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts, that would j u s m  

piercing the corporate veil-under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question Groper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation, 
! 

62. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kihtzel 

“The signature that appears on Attachment D belongs to you.” 
! 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify, 

pierchg the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quekon proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

, 63. “At the time you signed Attachment D, you were the Chief Executive Officer of 

BOI.” I 

Answer: IObjection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

*dividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldiusfify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
1 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

64. “At the time you signed Attachment D, you were the Chief Executive Officer of 

BUZZ.)) 

D 
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I I /  h!!W&! Ohj&t~~fi; $e questron IS improper becade directed to K ~ S  b. Kintzel 
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
1 i 

“At the time you signed Attachment 0, Buzz was an a l i a t e  of BO1.Y 65. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would’justi@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 
i 

66. “At the time you signed Attachment D, Buzz shared common ownership with 

BOI.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

67. “Attachment E is a true and accurate copy of an e-mail, dated January‘30,2007 

from Brian M. Hendricks, Attorney Advisor, Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement 

Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, to You, excluding attachments.” 

hswer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kurtis J. Khtzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate, veil under existing law, or that would otherwise malce the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

I 
68. “You received a copy of Attachment E on or about January 30,2007.” 

18 
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I Answer: Objection: the question is improper because directed to K d s  J. &td 
individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questi6n proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
1 .  

19 

i s  

I 

I 

, 

I 
i 

I 

! 
I 

i 
I 

1 

! 
I 

I 

I 

I 

- 

I 

I 

I 

, 1  

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 



I '  

SWORN STATEMENT 

':PAGE, 04 

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the information supplied in the firegoing 
I 

Answers is true io the best of my howledge, information, and belief. The word choic;! a d  

sentence structure may be those afthe attorney and does not purport to be that of the ekecuting 

parties. Discovery is  not completq the parties reserve the right to supplement their Answers if 

additional idormation comes to theit attention. ! 

8 Catherine Park, Esq. (DC Bar Q 492812) 
The Law Office of Catherine Park 
2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. ' 20037 
Phone: (202) 973-6479 
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, 

And served by U.S. Mail, First Class, on the following: ~I 

Ceriiffcate of Service 

I 

I .  

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy ofthe foregoing was sent for f l h g  on 
this 14* day of November 2007, by hand delivery, to the following: 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE 

Washington, D.C. 20002 
I Suite 110 

I 
Richard L. Sippel, Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12*h Street, SW, Room l-CS61 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Hi3lary DeNigro, Chief 
Michele Levy Berlove, Attorney 
Investigations & Hearings Division, Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission . .  

Washhgton, D.C. 20554 

I 

445 12* Street, SW, Room 442330 I 

Catherine Park 

I 



EXHIBIT 4 



November 14,2007 

FIL~D/Acc&-ED 
Nov 7 4 2007 

Marlene H. Dortch 

Secretary hmmonlcauom ~mm,ss,on Federal Communications com.tnk3SiOn 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE 
Suite 110 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

ofice of fie secret;, 

I 
I 

I 

RE: Answers to Request for Admissions, Keanan Kintzel; EB Docket No. 07-1 97 

Dear Madame Secretary: 

Enclosed for filing on behalf of parties KUrtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, and all other 
Entities by which 'they do business before the Federal Communications Commission, is the 
original and 6 copies of the Answers to the Enforcement Bixeau's Request for Admission of 
Facts and Genuineness of Documents to K e r n  Kintzel in the above-referenced matter. 

Sincerely, , I 

h 9 & , & 8 *  
Catherine Park, Esq., 

Enclosures: Original -I- 6 Copies 

I 
I 

No. of Co ies 
List ABC 8 E 



1 f "  

I 

Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

1 
1 
) EB Docket No. 07-197 
) 
) 

In the Matter of 

Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, and all 
Entities by which they do business before the 
Federal Communications Commission 

1 
Resellers of Telecomm&cations Services ) 

1 
1 To: Presiding Officer, Richard L. Sippel 

(Chief ALJ) , )  

F I LED/CCEPTED 
NOV t 42087 

Federal CammunlGatiaRs Cammlssion 
O l c e  ofthe Sedretwy 

ANSWRS TO ENFORCEMENT BUREAU'S REQUEST FOR ADMISSION OF FACTS 

AND GENUINENESS OF DOCUMENTS TO KEA" KINTZEL 

The party, by his undersigned counsel, hereby answers the Request for Admissions and 
I .  

GenMneness of Documents propounded by the Enforcement Bureau as foIlows: , 

a. The information supplied in these Answers is true to the best of the party's 

knowledge,infomation, and belief; 

b. The word usage and sentence structure may be those of the attorney who in fhct 

prepared these Answers and does not purport to be that of the executing party; and 

c. Discovery is not complete; the party reserves the right to supplement its ,Answers 

t€ additional inf'ormation comes to its attention. 

Answers 

I .  

I .  1 



, 
I .  

1. “BOI entered into a consent decree with the Commission dated on or hbout 

February 13,2004 (the “Consent Decree”) itl connection with a proceeding under EB Docket No. 

03-85?’ 
I 

I 

$ 1  

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

I .  

2, “Buzz entered into the Consent Decree.” . .  
I 
I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 
i 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldbustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 
I 

I 

I 
3. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

“The Companies are signatories to the Consent Decree.” 
i 

jndividudly, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

pieicing the coqorate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise m+e the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporations. h 

4. “Kurtis J. Khtzel is BOI’s Chairman of the Board.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

bdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
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